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Dear Editor, 

Biological warfare and the AS.Z!‘s Committee !\dvisory to the 115 Army 

B’iological Laboratories-have been subjects of recent discussion (AS?! 

News August 1967 pp. 12, 17, 20-21). In that light we think it appro- 

priate to inform you of a special meeting of tl:e Yorthern Cali.fornia 

Branch held November 11, 1907. Participating as yana.lists were 

Gen. J. H, Rothschild, (US Pr?ry ret.), Pr. ‘Tapes T’oulder, Cr. JOS!YM 

Lederberg, Dr. %lliam C. Romig, Dr. Allen G. !%rr, and Dr. Alvin ,T. Clark. 

Biological r:arfare is the use of microorganisms or t$.eir toxic 

products “intentionally disseminated to reduce t!:e r?ilitary effectiveness 

of p?an. It also includes the defense against these thi.n,ns,” said 

Gen. P.ot>scXld. kie continued: “There’s no question OF tl1.e abjlity to 

infect men with biological agents ~t?!:.c!1 are released miles a!9ay from 

then. The only question b!!licl? !)as not been determined by large scale 

tests is k:l;at proportion of the target personnel vrou!d ke infect&.!! 

The agents ray 3ave lethal or inc?pacitating effects. In general 

microorganisms !&en used militarily differ fror;: tykcir toxic Froducts 

or cherri.cals iE tkat t!:e sysptor!s they cause are relatively tardy In 

appeari.ng , cause a relatively longer period of disability, arc! can L\e 

disseminated over relatively larger areas (i.e. “tens of thousands of 



square miles”) . Xcroorganisms, their toxic products and other cileFica1 

agents are relatively humane if compared with explosive or tra.una. 

weapons in that, excl16ive of the lethal agents, they ca.use less 

suffering, a smaller nercentage of long-term disability, and a lcl+:er 

mortali.ty. 

Criticizing the implication that policies on research and develoyent 

of biological and chemical b:eaFon.s should be similar, !k. LederFerg rointed 

out the sFecia1 hazard to the human species of microorgp.nisns as v:eapons 

by saying t?:at ” . . . the calculated growth of t5,e capacity for biological ’ 

warfare is inherently a suicidal activity on the yart of huTan t-kings. 

Its exactly in opposition to 1;Ihat so much of our scientific and tec!lnical 

and human effort has been for the control of pestilence, to try to hrirg 

about ways in which [pestilence] can he systematically disseminated.” 

(emphasis added) As one illustration of the f‘a.zard, he mentioned tile 

use of 2n orgzr.isrr! :&ich normally possesses a marginal degree of incaTaci.- 

tation and has >een rendered resistant to sunligkt or anti?:iotics for 

militery purposes. Such an organism k?cn disser?inatcd cn a large scale 

migl?t evolve to t?!e poict of creating a c?ec!mating Fander?ic. 

Cen. RothscEilc? maintained tE.at ci.vi.lian aclvjsor;-r groups, li?e the 

AS31 Advisory Committee, operating k4.tG.n tile lirits of military secrecy, 

review policies and procedures adequatel) 7 gnd thereby redlIce the dangers 

of escalating the e ffort in biological :::arfare. Dr. Lederberg argued 

that civilian revicv: s?:onld be perfomec! Ly t5e scienti<i c corr?cni t;’ 

as a A?ole V!ith exception ?erha?s to be made only u~or. proof Fy t!le 

military of the need for secrecy. Small committees o?Prating k?t!:in the 

strictures of secrecy are lipited nck only by tE?e Tarticular coa?etencc- 
1 

of their members but also by the very narro:,: realm of criticism considered 

appropriate by the military. 



The ASI,I’s Advisory Committee was described by Dr. Pyoulder as ‘:a 

panel of once-a-year, hopefully expert consultants who are consulted on 

basic scientific programs at Fort Oetrick and professional protlems 

related to microbiologists at Fort Petrick. To my kno\!ledge, and again 

[DY. Romig] may correct me, [the Commi.tt se I;as] not been consulted on -- - 

general policy and the Committee has not been consulted on the develop= 

ment of specific biological weapons .” (emphasis added) Dr. ??omig agreed 

in the main with Dr. EIoulder’s description but indicated that about one- 

third of the time spent by the Committee concerns security matters and 

that this is reflected in their report to the Scientific Director of 

Fort Detrick. 

The description by Dr. Romi.g and Dr. Youlder of the limited activities 

of ASZ!‘s Advisory Committee contrasted wi.th the role implied for the 

Committee by Gen. Rothschild’s remark that civilian advisory committees 

were given “complete disclosure of evcrythi.ng we have” and were v:ell- 

briefed to be influential in policy matters. Gcn. Rothschild stated that 

Fort Detrick has civilian advisory committees other than that from the AS?. 

“Some of these committees meet alot more often....For instance one of our 

major committees . . .met about every other mont!l,” he said. 

Since other committees provide the bulk of the scientific advi.ce to 

Fort D&rick, the function of the ASll committee was questioned, Dr. T’oulder 

commented that the Committee “is merely t!?e instrument that is served to 

kemind us of our own personal involvement as scientists, microbiologists, 

as person, [and] t he involvement of the Society i.n all the problems arising 

from the clear possibility of infectious agents being used as weapons.” 

He also commented: “I think almost all nicro~~iologicnl research has some- 

thing to do t:ith biological warfare because unfortunately all the problems 



of biological warfare are intertwined in a very complex viay with the 

problems of understanding and controlling infectious disease.” 3 

Dr. Lederberg also commented on this subject: “T!ost of us did not go 

into science Gth the expectation of supporting munitions activities.. . . 

[many biologists] feel that they had not elected to go into a line of 

work that would contribute to the destruction of other people, +etFer i-t 
or 

is less a# more humane than other techniques .!I 

During the general discussion it was suggested that the P.dvisory 

committee be retained to express AS?1 policy decisions. This i.dea was 

regarded as unrealistic by Dr. I4oulder and Dr. Marr who thought that 

policy advice was misdirected when aimed at Fort Eetrick. 

Another suggestion was that the present Advisory Conmi.ttee be retained 

to offer technical advice and that some other instrument of AS: decisions 

on biological warfare policy be esta.blished. This idea met several 

objections, one being that the Army I::ould continue to exploit t!:e ES*- by 

using ‘the Society’ s link :-5th Fort Detrick to lend the Fort a sense of 

accepta.bility and hence to fend off protests of biological warfare research 

by US citizens. It WIS pointed out that the AS?: has no legal obliga.tion to 

advise the 1JS A.rmy and that the international character of the AS:! made 

it possible . for a link with the Army to prove emba.rra.sing if the “‘exica.n 

or Erazilian Armies asked the A.?! for advice in biologi.cal warfare efforts 

through the Mexican or !?io de Janeiro Branches. Also retenti.on of the 

present Advisory Committee would not meet the most frequently hearc! objections 

that only AS!.! members deemed acceptable to t?le Scientific Director of the 

US Army biological Laboratories and able to obtain security clearance are 

eligible for membership on the Advisory Committee and that the conclusions 

of”.the deliberations of the A.dvisory Committee are not made available to 

the AS?.! membership. 



Still another suggestion was to promote international agreements on 

a policy of non-secrecy in microbiological researc!] perFaTs through the 

Pugnash Conference. Dr. Lederberg indicated that such efforts could be 

successful because as yet biological weapons are not major weapons and 

our national security does not depend crucially on secrecy of our activities 

in biological warfare. 

Finally it was suggested that t>e AS”: should foster and stimulate 

open discussion of biological warfare policies and procedures. 

Alvin .J. Clark 

Allen G. Yarr 


